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ABSTRACT
Building upon the literature regarding the unique effects of distinct negative
emotions on decision making, the current thesis investigates the differential
effects of distinct positive emotions (i.e., pride, elevation, and amusement) on
giving and taking behaviors in social dilemmas. Results of a pilot and
experimental studies reveal autobiographical recalls successfully elicited distinct
positive emotions, but the effects were generally inconsistent or null in predicting
prosocial acts. Supplementary analyses reveal a potential methodological
confound, with significant findings more likely to emerge when emotions were
measured after as opposed to before the targeted dilemmas. Specifically, elevation
led to significantly higher levels of cooperation whereas amusement approached
opposing effects in public versus resource dilemmas. Given smaller sample sizes
in certain cells, we offer a cautious conclusion that positive emotions may have
different effects on decision-making. Implications for future research are
discussed.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction and Overview
Common wisdom holds that good moods promote good acts. Previous studies on the
influence of emotional states on decisions to cooperate have generally contrasted moods
or affective states of different valence, that is “positive” versus “negative” (Isen & Geva,
1987; Forgas, 1998). However, these studies neglect to differentiate between distinct
emotions, which refer to brief, specific response tendencies that occur in reaction to an
eliciting event (Fredrickson, 2001). Much of this research suggests positive affect, and
thus the positive emotions embedded within them, are an unmitigated good, leading
people to universally act more prosocial and considerate (Baron, 1993; Oakley & Jenkins,
1996). Implicit in these comparisons, however, is the assumption that all positive
emotions are essentially equal.
We argue, rather, that emotions of the same positive valence can have distinct
influences on social decision-making. This is because different positive emotions (e.g.,
pride v. amusement) carry discrete cognitive and motivational information that influence
judgment and behavior in vastly different ways (e.g., Lemer & Keltner, 2000; Keltner et
al., 2015). We derive hypotheses based on the cognitive determinants (Tong, 2014) and
implicit goals separating the unique purposes of different positive emotions (Polman &
Kim, 2013; Shiota et al., 2014).
We test these hypotheses by contrasting decision making in social dilemmas under
states of pride and elevation. We focus on the self-conscious emotion of pride and the
other-praising emotion of elevation because they have highly dissimilar emotional
profiles (Tong, 2014; Haidt, 2003). Furthermore, we contrast the effects of each state on
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two forms of cooperation: giving and taking. Research demonstrates the motivational
profiles of negative emotions (e.g., sadness, disgust) produce differential effects on
buying versus selling (Lemer, Small, & Loewenstein, 2004) and, within social dilemmas,
consumption versus contribution (Polman & Kim, 2013). We predict similar effect for
positive emotions, with elevation leading to greater giving and less taking whereas pride
will paradoxically produce more giving and more taking. Finally, we compare these
effects with both a neutral and amusement condition. In the subsequent pages, we first
offer definitions of social dilemmas. This is followed by a goal-oriented definition of
pride and elevation with specific hypotheses for their differential effects on giving and
taking.
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CHAPTER 2
Literature Review
This study ties together elements of social dilemmas, emotions, and decision
making. The following section describes the interrelationship among these elements and
serves as the foundation in forming the hypotheses.
Emotions
Emotions are specific, multidimensional response tendencies that occur in response
to an eliciting event (Fredrickson, 2001). They differ from the concept of mood, which is
a free-floating, long-lasting feeling without an identifiable cause (Russell, 2003). They
begin with an eliciting stimulus, leading the individual to interpret the personal meaning
of that stimulus, which triggers a set of cognitive, behavioral, and physiological response
tendencies that characterize a prototypical emotion (Fredrickson, 2001).
According to Roseman (2008; 2011), emotions are made up of a set of multicomponential syndromes, (e.g. phenomenological, physiological, behavioral, expressive
and emotivational), resulting from events that are appraised to be congruent or at odds
with one’s motives. These motivations then create goals or emotivations that direct
subsequent behavior (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Process of Emotions and Behavior. This figure summarizes how emotions
occur and how they influence behavior.
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Social Dilemmas
Many organizational problems represent social dilemmas, or situations in which
short-term self-interest conflicts with longer-term collective interests. Committees,
citizenship behavior, and knowledge sharing require one to set aside short-term gains to
advance the goals, climate, and expertise of the broader business. According to Dawes
(1980), a defining feature of such dilemmas is that (a) each decision maker has a
dominating strategy dictating non-cooperation (i.e., an option that produces the highest
outcome, regardless of others’ choices), and (b) if all choose this dominating strategy, all
end up worse off than if all had cooperated (i.e., a deficient equilibrium). Hence, if no
one participates in committees, citizenship, or knowledge sharing all gain immediate
utility from doing less but, as a result, the company’s intellectual and social capital
deteriorates.
However, not all dilemmas are alike. In some social dilemmas, the act of
cooperation involves “giving” to a public good, such as engaging in organization
citizenship behavior to improve social climate. These give-some dilemmas (i.e., public
good dilemmas) attract interest in variables that promote endowments and minimize the
temptation to free-ride.
In other dilemmas, one must not “take too much” from a shared resource, such as
using a limited amount of energy or money from a self-renewing source. Take-some
dilemmas (i.e., resource dilemmas or tragedy of the commons) emphasize variables that
promote or hinder the
exercise of restraint in the consumption of shared goods (Van Lange et al., 2014). The
two types of dilemmas can be constructed to be economically equivalent, varying only in
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the action required: taking in the resource dilemma or giving in the public good dilemma.
Because taking involves an immediate gain and giving involves an immediate loss,
resource dilemmas and public goods dilemmas can be thought of as varying in terms of
gains and losses.
Social dilemma research focuses on the different factors that cause others to
cooperate or defect. Some of these factors include norms, level of involvement, degree of
communication with other members, anonymity, and perceptions or predictions of the
strategy that others will use (Dawes, 1980). Traditional explanations of behavior in social
dilemmas often focus on social factors, one’s rationale, or individual differences (Van
Lange, 2000). Researchers have often been puzzled as to why decisions in social
dilemma games are not selfish or do not reflect the choice that would result in the most
payoff for the individual (Pillutla & Mumighan, 1996). Instead, what tends to govern
decisions in social dilemmas are norms of fairness (Van Dijk & Wilke, 1995). For
example, in an ultimatum game, one is likely to reject an offer such that no one gets
rewarded when they perceive the offer to be extremely unfair. This seems
counterintuitive, because an offer that results in at least some payout would be better than
nothing at all. Therefore, cognitive factors cause people to set aside choices that would be
most beneficial for the self in favor of those that are more fair or cooperative.
Emotions in social dilemmas. Despite empirical linkage between emotions and
decision-making, little research has examined how emotions influence collective decision
making in social dilemmas (Van Lange et al., 2014). Of existing research, most
concentrate on the unique properties of specific negative emotions, such as guilt
(Nelissen, Dijker, & deVries, 2007) or regret (Martinez, Ceelenberg, & Rijsman, 2011).
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These studies suggest strong emotional states override cognitive factors, such as fairness
or equity that traditionally dictate cooperation or defection in a social dilemma. In the
former study, experimentally induced guilt, which was unrelated to the context of the
social dilemma, caused individuals to be more cooperative, which is aligned with its
emotional goal of wanting to make amends and treat others well (Nelissen, Dijker, &
deVries, 2007, Haidt, 2003). Therefore, when emotional inducements result in decisions
that deviate from traditional normative expectations, and when that deviation is predicted
by the emotional goal, it shows that specific emotions directly influence decision-making.
Beyond the above studies, relatively few researchers have investigated how
emotions influence decision making in social dilemmas. Further, as highlighted by
Polman and Kim (2013), existing research fails to compare the effects of multiple
emotions across both dilemma types simultaneously. This is a notable oversight as major
decision making models (e.g., prospect theory, Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; regulatory
focus theory, Higgins, 1998) suggest different judgments for resources that are given up
(i.e., losses) versus resources that are taken in (i.e., gains). Indeed, evidence suggests
people tend to cooperate in resource dilemmas (i.e., take less because it is a gain) but
defect in public good dilemmas (i.e., give less because it is a loss; Brewer & Kramer,
1986; McCusker & Camevale, 1995).1 We extend this growing research on emotions and
social dilemmas by investigating the idea positive emotions impact social decisions by
activating implicit goals.

1 Straightforward translation of prospect theory to social dilemmas has been challenged on the grounds that
individual-level models of risk may not generalize directly to social decisions (Schwartz-Shea & Simmons,
1987; Van dijk & Wilke, 1995). In other words, it is unclear whether gains and losses are encoded from an
individual or group-level perspective. The mediating mechanisms, however, are tangential to the current
study.
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Distinct Emotions Shape Decisions via Goal Activation
According to Roseman (1984, 2008), a defining component of distinct emotions
are their specific motives - termed emotivations - which represent the goals people want
to attain when experiencing a particular emotion. For instance, individuals want to
“eliminate contact” when experiencing disgust or to “get even with someone” when
experiencing anger (Roseman et al., 1994). Consequentially, it is conceived that each
emotion (e.g., anger) signals the implication of the present situation (intentional goal
obstruction by another) to maintain or realize a particular goal (hurt, get revenge, remove
obstacle). To accomplish this goal, psychological processes (e.g., directing attention,
activating aggressive scripts) are recruited and action (e.g., yell, criticize) are motivated.
This is consistent with the idea emotions are adaptive responses built from cognitive,
physiological, and experiential components which ready people for certain kinds of
actions (Frijda, 2007). These readiness states are generated by appraisals of which aspect
of an eliciting event should be enhanced or diminished.
Recently, authors have demonstrated that the information underlying emotions
can carry beyond the eliciting event to influence normatively unrelated decisions in an
emotionally-congruent manner (Lemer et al., 2005; Polman & Kim, 2013). For instance,
disgust and sadness amplify different concerns: disgust motivates rejection of an
indigestible object whereas sadness compels one to change circumstances. These
motives, in turn, color subsequent decisions such that people feeling disgust discard new
opportunities whereas people feeling sad pursue them. Consistent with this hypothesis,
the amount given and taken from social dilemmas follows the unique motives of different
negative emotions (Polman & Kim, 2013). For example, the rejection tendency of disgust
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led to more giving and less taking to expel and avoid new resources whereas the change
tendency of sadness led to more giving and more taking to modify one’s situation (by
moving resources). In a similar vein, Lemer et al. (2004) found induced disgust and
sadness respectively eliminated and reversed the endowment effect, whereby selling
prices tend to exceed buying prices for the same object. In both studies, negative valence
was an insufficient account of findings for different emotions.
Like their negative counterparts, positive emotions can also be distinguished by
specific action tendencies (Frijda, 1986), or implicit goals, that signal adaptive pursuits of
different rewards and opportunities (Shiota, 2014). The structure of positive emotions
evolved to address time-tested responses to universal experiences (such as attachment,
skill acquisition, resource acquisition). For instance, interest motivates exploration of
new knowledge; gratitude encourages reciprocal altruism even at personal expense; and
awe facilitates new schema formation in unexpected, information-rich environments
(Keltner & Haidt, 1999; Shiota et al., 2014). Corroborating differentiation, research
shows that positive emotions carry unique autonomic signatures (Shiota, Neufeld, Yeung,
Moser, & Perea, 2011); elicitors (Frederickson, 2013; Tong, 2014); facial expressions
(Campos, Shiota, Keltner, Gonzaga, Goetz, & Shin, 2013); depths of cognitive
processing (Griskevicius, Shiota, & Neufeld, 2010); and behaviors (Williams & DeSteno,
2008). Despite such distinction, the study of different positive emotions pales in
comparison to the study of different negative emotions, leading Lemer, Han, and Keltner
(2007, p. 186) to state, “studying specific positive emotions (rather than global mood)
and decision making represents a research lacuna.”
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Given the differentiation between positive emotions and their emotion-specific
goals, we argue that positive emotions would also direct behavior in ways that are
congruent with their goal. This has been found with general positive affect (Forgas, 1998)
and, more recently, in more specific instances with elevation (Schnall et al., 2010). The
latter study exemplifies how the elevation, an emotion characterized by seeing others
commit extremely kind or moral acts, leads to the goal of wanting to help others, and thus
results in more altruistic behavior in an unrelated context.
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CHAPTER 3
Development of Hypotheses
Following the emotivational rationale, we suggest the amount of shared resources
people give and take depend on the unique goals underlying positive emotional states. In
accordance with recommendations of Lemer and Keltner (2000), we compare pride and
elevation because they hold the same valence but carry differentiated appraisal themes
which map onto social decision making (Tong, 2014; Shiota et al., 2014). Pride is a “selfconscious” emotion motivating personal betterment whereas elevation is an “otherpraising” emotion motivating betterment of others (Horberg, Oveis, & Keltner, 2011).
Further, because these emotions are felt towards people (self or other), we believe they
have stronger implications for resource allocation decisions relative to positive emotions
directed at objects (e.g., interest). To test this, we contrast findings with amusement, a
positively valenced state arising from situational incongruities and motivating
environmental play (Campos et al., 2013). We discuss each emotion in turn.
Elevation
Elevation is an emotion that occurs when one feels moved or uplifted by
witnessing extremely virtuous acts (Haidt, 2003). Elevation is subsumed under a class of
other-focused moral emotions-i.e., elevation, gratitude and admiration-which arise from
witnessing exemplary others (Algoe & Haidt, 2009). However, elevation uniquely moves
people to be prosocial towards generic others (Algoe & Haidt, 2009). In an early study,
Haidt et al. (2002) explored the phenomenology of elevation by asking participants to
recall “a manifestation of humanity’s ‘higher’ or ‘better’ nature.” Participants reported
warm, pleasant, “tingling” feelings in their chest, they felt open to other people as their
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attention turned outward, and were motivated to help others and become better people.
Several studies show elevation leads not only to intentions to behave in kind and
charitable ways, but it also translates to future prosocial behaviors in unrelated contexts
(Algoe & Haidt, 2009; Strohminger, Lewis, Meyer 2010). In a study by Schnall, Roper,
and Fessler (2010), elevated participants were more likely than amused or happy
participants to volunteer for a future study and spent more time helping the experimenter
with a tedious task. Similarly, Freeman, Aquino, ad McFerran (2009) showed elevation
increased donations to a charity for the advancement of Black students among White
individuals high in social dominance orientation, which is normally linked to racist
attitudes. All these findings suggest elevation’s unique emotivation is to “do good
things.”
In line with these studies, we argue that elevation contains the emotivation of a
desire to help others. In terms of the a social dilemma, a desire to do good things is
accomplished by taking fewer resources and giving away resources to improve the social
collective, even at personal expense (such as in public good dilemma). Furthermore,
because elevation is theorized to function primarily as a prosocial emotion (Haidt, 2003),
we expect these effects to be stronger relative to other positive states; in other words,
elevated individuals will take significantly fewer resources and will give away
significantly more resources as compared to pride and amusement.
Pride
Continuing with the motivation rationale, the proximate goal of pride is “to gain
status” (Oveis, Horberg, & Keltner, 2010; Tracy & Robins, 2004). Although debate
surrounds the exact components of pride, most psychologists agree pride is a positive,
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self-conscious emotion that arises from accomplishments attributed to one’s abilities or
efforts (Tangney, 1999; Tracey & Robins, 2004).2 It is an intrinsic reward for doing good
and being good. The experience of pride, in turn, is associated with external behavior
intended to convey, reinforce, and enhance one’s social value and standing relative to
others-e.g., persisting in skill development, puffing out the chest, acting dominant, and
dissociating oneself from the weak (Oveis, Horberg, & Keltner, 2010; Tugade et al.,
2014; Williams & DeSteno, 2008). This suggests a primary action tendency of pride is to
draw attention and improve one’s rank; indeed, Griskevicius, Shiota, and Nowlis (2010,
p. 240) argue, “At its core, pride functions to motivate individuals to take advantage of
legitimate opportunities for gaining status via public positive differentiation.”
Given that the goal of pride is to “gain status,” we hypothesize pride should
trigger an implicit goal to take more and give more as a function of the dilemma. This is
because pride may lead one to feel entitled to resources by virtue of their self-perceived
value but also motivated to win prestige by creating resources for others. For instance,
one could imagine a proud employee who, when asked how much they deserve, asks for
it all (a resource dilemma); present the same employee opportunity to invest in a shared
good, they may freely offer funds to attain public esteem (a public good dilemma). In
other words, due to pride’s association with the appraisal themes of personal achievement

-Researchers have argued for a distinction between authentic pride rooted in genuine accomplishment from
an arrogant, narcissistic pride known as hubris. However, there are several issues with this distinction.
First, dichotomizing pride into authentic accomplishments versus global beliefs confounds consequences
with trait-state distinctions. In other words, there is no state-level analog of hubristic pride. Second, recent
research has criticized the distinction on empirical and conceptual grounds suggesting authentic pride
captures the affective state whereas hubris measures understanding one has overstated their successes
(Hobfoll, 2002). Finally, no other emotion has two separate sub-types; rather, a single emotion can give
way to different behaviors depending on their target object (Williams & DeSteno, 2010). For instance,
anger at an injustice can promote prosocial change while anger at a person can promote physical
aggression. For the purposes of the present paper, we align with earlier emotion theorists that have treated
pride as a unitary response to personal accomplishment (Roseman, 1991).
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and control (Tong, 2014), both taking in new resources as well as giving away existing
resources offer opportunity to display one’s value as an important group member.
Indirect evidence for this argument originates from several sources. First, pride
moves people to reward themselves, either by claiming rare, valuable goods for
themselves (O’Shaussney & O’Shausseney, 2003) or by “doing the right thing,” such as
being generous to others (Hart & Matsuba, 2007). That is, pride is linked to both selfish
and prosocial acts because both reinforce positive self-evaluations. Halevy et al. (2012)
found that those who contribute more to a group are seen by others as gaining status
through prestige, because they are self-sacrificing in order to benefit the group. This is
evidence of prosocial behavior enhancing one’s status, thus fulfilling the goal of pride.
Second, evolutionary arguments suggest pride ensures a person has access to resources
already managed by the group (Keltner & Haidt, 1999; Tracy & Robbins, 2004) whereas
others argue pride generates new resources by motivating actions that promote group
success (Williams & DeSteno, 2008). That is, the proud may take the most and give the
most to reinforce their rank and superiority. Third, individuals experiencing pride often
feel strong, powerful and distinct (Ovies et al., 2010; Tracy, Weidman, Cheng, &
Martens, 2013). The experience of power, in turn, liberates action and leads power
holders to take more in resource dilemmas but also give more in public good dilemmas
(Galinsky, Gruenfeld, & Magee, 2003). Finally, narcissism (which is partially defined by
stable, global feelings of pride) can be a double-edged sword for group success. On the
one hand, narcissists often exploit others and deplete common goods (Campbell, Bush,
Brunell, & Shelton, 2005) but, when an opportunity for shared glory presents itself,
narcissists work on the group’s behalf (Nevicka, De Hoogh, Van Vianen, Beersma, &

13

Mcllwain, 2011). This suggests pride, per se, is not destructive; rather, effects depend on
the how the situation affords opportunities for self-enhancement. These dualities suggest
pride can function as a vice or a virtue depending on the dilemma: when one is asked to
not take too much, the proud will claim more resources to reinforce their distinction and
worth; conversely, in a situation where one is asked to contribute a certain amount, the
proud will give more to feel good about themselves and gamer public praise.
Amusement (control)
Important to the current hypothesizing is that pride and elevation have effects that
are (a) distinct from one another but also, (b) distinct from other positive emotions. To
offer a test of both hypotheses, we contrast pride and elevation with both amusement and
a control. We chose amusement for several reasons. Although all targeted emotions are
pleasant, amusement differs from pride and elevation in terms of its elicitors and agentrelated appraisals: while pride and elevation are triggered by good acts from either self or
others, amusement has no such evaluative connotation and arises from incongruities
between experiences and events (Campos et al. 2013; Fredrickson, 2013; Tong, 2014).
Second, amusement is a commonly employed method for inducing general positivity, can
be reliably elicited using different techniques, and has been used in prior research as a
positive emotion with which to contrast the effects of elevation (Algoe & Haidt, 2009).
Hypotheses
Based upon the above discussion of each unique emotion profiles, we hypothesize
the following pattern of findings for giving and taking behavior respectively. Because
elevation has a specifically prosocial profile, it should have the strongest inclination
towards giving behavior and the smallest amount of taking. On the other hand, pride may
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have mixed effects, with giving behavior lower than the prosocial characteristics of
elevation, but its self-promotion tendencies leading to more giving than neutral and
amusement participants. Because proud individuals feel entitled to reward themselves,
they should take the most in a resource dilemma.

Hypothesis 1: In the public good dilemma, elevation will lead significantly higher
amounts of giving compared to all other conditions (pride, amusement, neutral).
Hypothesis 2: In the public good dilemma, pride will lead to significantly less giving
than elevation, but significantly more giving than amusement and neutral.

Hypothesis 3: In the resource dilemma, elevation will lead to significantly less amount of
taking compared to pride, amusement and neutral.

Hypothesis 4: In the resource dilemma, pride will lead to significantly higher amount of
taking compared to all other conditions.

15

CHAPTER 4
Methods
Pilot Study
Given our hypotheses that positive emotions can have distinct effects on social
decision making, it is important to ensure the manipulations independently elicit the three
positive affective states. Hence, we conducted a pre-test of the emotion elicitations prior
to the primary study.
Participants. Participants were recruited through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk
(MTurk), an online marketplace in which businesses or "Requestors" create "human
intelligence tasks" (HITs), such as surveys or transcriptions for "Workers" to complete
and receive modest compensation. The participant pool was limited to Master's level
workers (those who have completed over 500 HITs and have a 95% approval rating) over
the age of 18 residing in the United States. These limitations were added to narrow the
diversity of workers and ensure quality of results, and is standard practice for MTurk
requestors (Paolacci & Chandler, 2010). A total of 88 workers were recruited and
compensated $2.00, such wages are customary on MTurk, and lead to responses of
similar quality to those conducted in person (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011;
Mason & Suri, 2010; Paolacci & Chandler, 2010). The average completion time was 7.70
minutes (SD = 2.77). No demographics were collected to encourage honest reporting.
Procedure. To mask the study’s purpose and increase engagement, participants
were informed the investigation was about the link between imagination and intelligence.
Participants completed autobiographical recall where they project themselves into a
prototypical situation designed to elicit each emotion. Scenarios were drawn from Algoe

16

and Haidt (2009) and Griskevikus et al. (2010; see Appendix A).3 The emotion word
itself (e.g., “amusement”, “pride”) was not used to minimize priming pre-existing
knowledge about an emotion as opposed to eliciting the emotion itself (Griskevikus et ah,
2010 ).

After recording open-ended response, participants completed personality and
memory recall items. This included asking participants the intensity and importance of
the event itself along with the imagination and introspection sub-scales of the 45 AB5C
from the international personality item pool (Goldberg, 1999). This was intended to lend
further credibility to the cover story.
Manipulation. In the next section, participants were asked to read a list of
emotional words and “indicated how strongly these words describe how you feel right
now” on a scale of 1 (Not at all) to 5 {Extremely). Participants were presented with a 14item scale selected from studies designed to measure each emotion (Frederickson, 2013;
Tracy & Robins, 2007). The terms were as follows: For elevation, inspired, compassion,
and moved (a = .85); for pride, proud, accomplished, and successful (a = .93); and, for
amusement, amused, silly, like laughing, and entertained (a = .86).4 We also included
three negative emotions {anger, anxious, sad) and a neutral term {bored). To minimize
order effects, all items were randomly presented.

3 We ran an initial pilot test with 21 participants and made the following adjustments: control condition was
changed from “laundry” to a “routine activity” in order to elicit more neutral emotional responses, prompts
asked for more detail about the experience, and additional items were added to the manipulation check
(e.g., amount of time passed since event and emotion measures). It was discovered participants reported
feeling proud and happy when they had completed a daily chore (such as laundry). These results were not
included in this analysis.
4 The terms uplifted, elevated, and confident were eliminated in pilot research because structural analyses
suggested these terms loaded equally on pride and elevation factors. That is, the experience of pride is
associated with feelings of inspiration and elevation (the self is being uplifted) whereas watching others do
good things leads a person to feel more confident.
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Results. One-way analysis of variances (ANOVAs) on self-reported experiences
of elevation, F (3, 84) = 11.33, pride, F(3, 84) = 17.146, and amusement, F(3, 84) =
12.21, showed significant effects (ps < .001). Planned contrasts revealed that, compared
with the other positive emotions, more elevation (M= 3.34, SD = 1.08) was experienced
in the elevation condition (-2 elevation, +1 pride, +1 amusement, 0 neutral), ¿(84) = -2.95,
p ~ .004, rcontrast- .31; more pride (M= 4.01, SD = .91) in the pride condition (+1
elevation, -2 pride, +1 amusement, 0 neutral), ¿(84) = -3.06,/? < .00, rcontrast = .32; and
more amusement {M= 3.03, SD = .89) in the amusement condition (+1 elevation, +1
pride, -2 amusement, 0 neutral), ¿(84) = -3.92,/? < .00, rcontrast —-39. Post-hoc analyses
further show participants in the pride and amusement condition experienced more pride
and amusement, respectively, than any other emotion (see Table 1 for descriptives);
however, in the elevation condition, self-reported elevation was not different from selfreported pride, ¿(39) = 1.04,/? = .30. Upon closer review of narratives, it was discovered
four individuals in the elevation condition wrote about close associates (e.g., best friend)
doing something inspiring. As a result, these participants described a form of in-group
pride (e.g., proud to serve a boss who helps struggling employees). When these four cases
were excluded, difference became significant, ¿(35) = 2.26,/? = .03. Based upon this
result, we modified the elevation prompt to be targeted at people with whom the
participant was not close. Additional analyses showed the manipulation did not influence
ratings of anger, sadness, or anxiety (p > .40) and, excluding the control, the three
emotion conditions did not differ in boredom or joy (p > .15). This suggests the
manipulation did not inadvertently induce other affective states.
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Table 1
Mean Comparisons for Elevation, Pride, and Amusement Composites across Conditions
Condition
Elevation
Em otion Total
Score
Pilot

n

Pride

Am use

Neutral

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

Elevation
Pride

3.34

1.08

2.99

1.08

2.00

.94

1.78

.99

2.84

.88

4.01

1.15

2.26

2.04

.96

2.30

.91
.76

2.17

A m usem ent
Study 1

3.03

.89

1.61

1.00
.78

Elevation

6.89

2.06

4.55

2.09

4.09

2.21

2.90

2.00

Pride
A m usem ent

4.92
3.15

2.29
2.07

7.05

1.85
1.98

4.29

3.61

6.54

2.27
1.85

3.97
3.11

2.45
2.09

88

365

Study 1: Emotions in Social Dilemmas
Participants. Participants were 425 workers from MTurk consisting of
180 women, 241 men, and 4 who did not respond. Ages ranged between 19 to over 50,
with 78% of participants being 39 or younger. Eighty percent of the respondents
identified themselves as Caucasian. Data were collected in three waves between August
and November 2015. In the first wave, the MTurk worker qualifications were lowered
beneath Master’s level (i.e. 80% approval rate, approved for at least 100 assignments, n =
134). This was done to increase sample size.5
After evaluating the quality of responses (i.e. writing quality in the prompts,
average completion time, etc.) in the first wave, we decided to raise responses back to
that of Master’s workers in subsequent waves of data collection (n = 211). In the final
wave of responses, the ordering of the emotional measures was moved to after the

5 In the pilot study, it took seven days to collect data from the desired number of responses. By lowering
the MTurk worker qualifications, we hoped to lower the data collection time to under a week because it
would increase exposure to more MTurk workers.
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dilemma game as opposed to immediately following the prompt (n = 80). One-way
ANOVAs for wave and emotion measures of elevation [F(3, 362) = .03, p = .99], pride
[F(3, 362) = .34, p = .79], amusement [F(3, 362) = .59, p = .62], or degree of cooperation
[F(3, 364) = 1.27,/? = .29] showed no differences. The average completion time across
all workers was 10.83 minutes (SD = 4.38 min.).
Next we examined the data to remove careless respondents. This resulted in
removal of those who dropped out of the study (n = 1), or gave impossible answers in the
social dilemma (i.e. more than 100; n =4). Those who wrote less than three lines of text
were also removed because writing such a short amount lacks detail, and we argue that it
would result in a weaker emotional experience or engagement (n = 39).
We also included attention check questions to inform us if the participants
understood the task (e.g. “how many pennies were you allowed to give or take from the
common pool?”). Those who answered three or more of five attention check questions
incorrectly were also removed (n = 24). Eight of the above participants overlapped. This
resulted in a final sample of 365 participants (84% of total sample), of which 55% were
male, 80% were Caucasian, and 77% were younger than 39 years old. The average
completion time of the final sample 10.91 minutes (SD = 4.24 minutes).
ANOVAs were run to compare individuals who were removed to those that we
retained. Results for demographic differences of gender [F(l,420) = 2.05,/? = .15], age
[F(l,423) = 1.03,p = .31], and race [F(l,423) = .27,p = .60], showed no significant
differences. Furthermore, the individual differences of moral identity [F( 1,424) = .38,/? =
.54], achievement orientation [F(l,424) = .84,/? = .36], and completion time [F(l,424) =
.28, p = .59] were not significant. However, there was a significant difference in terms of
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scores on the duty scale between those who were removed and retained [F( 1,424) =
\0.15,p < .05]. This might indicate that those removed for carelessness have a lower
sense of obligation to others. .
Procedure and manipulation. At the beginning of the study, specific emotions
were elicited using the pilot methods and participants were then randomly assigned to
either a public good or resource dilemma. Afterwards, participants completed
comprehension checks and open-ended question about the study’s purpose. In the final
wave of data collection, emotion measures were counterbalanced and presented after the
social dilemma as opposed to before. The effects of presenting emotion measures after
the social dilemma as opposed to before are discussed in subsequent analyses.
Mturk workers were invited to participate in a study on “imagination and decision
making.” All participants were paid $1.00 with the possibility of winning an additional
$0.01 to $2.00 depending on their decisions relative to the group. Participants underwent
the autobiographical recall and were told to envision the imagined scene throughout the
study. Following recall, participants were told they would participate in a collective
decision-making task with 3 remote workers. In reality, no workers were involved. To
enhance credibility, the message “Please wait while the computer networks you to three
other participants...” appeared with a spinning wheel for 15s in every condition. This was
done to create pseudo-realism in the task interdependence and improve generalizability of
findings to actual social decisions (Summerville & Charter, 2013).
After this, the rules were explained. In the public good condition, participants
learned they were endowed with 100 pennies of real money. They could contribute these
coins to a common pool or keep the coins for themselves. They were told if the total
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amount contributed by all members exceeded 160 pennies, then a bonus of 400 pennies
will be distributed evenly among group members, and everyone keeps what they did not
donate. Kept coins would accrue to oneself regardless of others’ donations. In the
common resource condition, all participants learned they could maximally harvest 100
pennies of real money from a common pool of 400 pennies. They were told if the total
amount taken by all members is less than 240 pennies (i.e., if they would leave 160 in the
pool), then members keep what they take, and a bonus of 400 pennies will be distributed
evenly among everyone. Taken coins would accrue to oneself regardless of others’
donations. In both scenarios, the net resources, limits, and payoff structures were
identical; only framing differed (see Van Dijk & Wilke, 2000 for comparable scenarios).
Each dilemma was followed by multiple clarifying examples. Subsequently, the subjects
decided how many points they would give/take. In conducting analyses, these values
were collapsed into one variable, which herein will be called “cooperation.” This number
was calculated by combining the amount given in the public good dilemma with the
amount not taken in the resource dilemma (i.e. for the resource dilemma, amount taken
was subtracted by 100) to create a single dependent variable across all conditions.
Emotion manipulation questions were counterbalanced in the third wave («=73) so they
immediately followed the social dilemma game instead of the prompt.
Measures.
Memory details. To assess details about the memory, we asked participants to rate
the importance and recentness of their memory using a five-point Likert-type scale (1 =
not important to 5 = extremely important; 1 = less than 1 week ago to 5 = more than 12
months ago). Similar methods have been adopted by researchers to control for intensity or
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recency of the emotional experience (Aquino et ah, 2011). We look into these effects in
subsequent analyses.
Positive emotion measures. To reduce time demands, we narrowed down the
emotion scales the most discriminable items based upon pilot data. Further, to improve
precision, we increased the response range from a 5-point to 9-point Likert scale. For
elevation, the terms selected were “moved’ F(3,86)= 10.04 pc.001, and “compassion”
F(3, 87)=7.99,/><.001. For pride, we selected “accomplished” F{3, 87)=13.29,/K.001,
and “proud” F(3, 87)=16.7,/K.001. For amusement we used “amused” F(3, 87)=7.18,
/K.001, and “like-laughing” F(3, 87)=10.74,/K.001. The item means and effect sizes are
listed in Table 2. Alpha coefficients for the two-item elevation (a =.85), pride (a = .89),
and amusement (a = .88) scales were still very reliable.
Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for Final Emotion Items

Emotion Scale Items
Elevation

Pride
M

SD

r,2

Moved

3.38

1.36

.27

Com
passion

3.47

1.01

.22

Inspired

3.29

1.34

.23

Amusement
M

SD

I2

Accomplished

3.13

1.15

.32

Proud

4.04

1.00

Successful

3.96

1.00

M

SD

n2

LikeLaughing

3.17

1.16

.28

.38

Amused

3.13

1.15

.20

.32

Silly

2.75

1.15

.32

E nter
tained

3.08

1.14

.19

Achievement and duty scale. The Achievement-Striving and Dutifulness scales
from the NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI; Costa & McCrae, 1992) were included
due to prior research indicating they have opposing effects on decision making (Moon,
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2001). The NEO-PI breaks down each of the Big Five personality factors (i.e.,
Extraversión, Openness to Experience, Neuroticism, Conscientiousness, and
Agreeableness) into smaller dimensions, with Achievement and Duty being two
subcategories of conscientiousness. These factors were selected as personal difference
measures because previous research indicates that these factors influence decision
making in similar decision tasks (Moon, 2001).
Moral identity scale. We included the five-item international factors of the Moral
Identity Scale (Aquino & Reed, 2002). Moral Identity measures the extent to which being
a good person is central to one’s self-definition, and is broken down into two higher order
factors of internalization, which assesses one’s internal moral state, and symbolization,
which assesses one’s public expression of their moral identity. Research indicates that the
internalization factor is related to stronger emotional reactions of elevation-eliciting
events, and to a greater inclination to be prosocial (Aquino et al., 2015; Reed et ah,
2015).
Linguistic inquiry word count. The Linguistic Inquiry Word Count (LIWC) is a
computerized content analysis program that looks for and counts words within and across
texts. The LIWC goes through a document word-by-word and places each one into
psychologically relevant categories, such as pronouns, verbs, and past or present tense
(Tausczik &Pennebaker, 2010). The frequency of words in each of these categories can
then tell the researcher about the speaker’s motives or thought processes. This
measurement was used in subsequent analyses to see if word content (i.e. positive affect
vocabulary) or length of prompt had significant impact on results.
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Demographie characteristics. We captured demographic characteristics of participants
by asking them to identify their gender (male, female), age (18 or younger, 19-29, 30-39,
40-49, 50+), and ethnicity (Caucasian, African-American, Asian-American, NativeAmerican, Latin-American, Other). We captured this information in the full study to see
if these individual differences might have had differential effects on emotional
experience or cooperative behavior.
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CHAPTER 5
Results
Descriptives for all variables are presented in Table 3. The average level of
cooperation across groups hovered around the middle at 50, and was normally
distributed. Cooperation was significantly correlated with the emotional state of elevation
(r = .12) and with the individual differences of moral identity (r = .15) and duty (r = .12).
Another noteworthy relationship includes the large overlap between elevation and pride
(r = .55), whereas the relationship between amusement and pride (r - .28) or elevation (r
= .25) did not overlap as much.

Table 3
Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations for All Variables
Variables

M

SD

1 D ilem m a

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

-

2 Pride

5.07

2.53

-.01

-

3 Elevation

4.54

2.52

.03

.55*

-

4 A m usem ent

4.10

2.45

-.05

.28*

.25*

-

5 M oral Identity

4.24

.69

-.04

.14*

.16*

.06

-

6 A chievem ent

3.92

.63

-.02

.29*

.26*

.16*

.49*

-

7 Duty

4.18

.53

-.01

.12*

.10

.03

.57*

.67*

-

8 Positive W ords

3.78

2.73

-.11*

.19*

.16*

.24*

-.05

.06

<-.01

-

49.52

28.35

-.09

.03

.12*

.03

.15*

.09

.12*

-.06

9 Cooperation
*p < .05
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Emotion Manipulation
Similar to the pilot, we evaluated emotion measures to be sure that the
participants were feeling the targeted emotion within each emotion condition. One-way
ANOVAs on self-on self-reported experiences of elevation, F (3, 364) = 56.25, pride,
F(3, 362) = 36.32, and amusement, F{3, 362) = 60.65, showed significant effects (p <
.001). Planned contrasts revealed that, compared with the other positive emotions, more
elevation (M= 6.89, SD = 2.05) was experienced in the elevation condition (-2 elevation,
+1 pride, +1 amusement, 0 neutral), /(361) = -9.32, p < .000. More pride was
experienced (M = 7.05, SD = 1.85) in the pride condition (+1 elevation, -2 pride, +1
amusement, 0 neutral), i(359) = -8.54,p

<

.001. And, more amusement (M= 6.57, SD =

1.85) was experienced in the amusement condition (+1 elevation, +1 pride, -2
amusement, 0 neutral), /(359) = -12.20,p < .001. Post-hoc analyses further showed that
participants in the pride, amusement, and elevation conditions experienced more of the
target emotion than any other emotion (see Table 1 for descriptive stats).
Cooperation
To test our specific hypotheses, we used planned contrasts, which are
recommended for testing specific relationships as opposed to omnibus F-tests that look at
all relationships simultaneously for an overall effect (Lindman, 1992). Because we
hypothesized higher rates of cooperation for elevation in both the public good and
resource dilemma, we conducted a planned contrast for elevation across both dilemmas to
test both hypotheses. Results revealed that levels of cooperation for elevation compared
to all other emotions (-3 elevation, +1 pride, +1 amusement, +1 control) was not
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significant ¿(361) = -1.05,p=.29. Therefore, contrary to hypotheses, elevation did not
lead to overall more prosocial behavior in the dilemmas compared to the other groups.
Our second group of hypotheses about the opposing effects of pride (i.e., more
cooperative in public good, more selfish in resource dilemma) were also unsupported.
Planned contrasts for pride participants in the public good dilemma showed no significant
differences among emotion conditions (+1 elevation, -3 pride, +1 amusement, +1
control), ¿(188) = -.15,p =.88. Additionally, relative to other conditions, there were no
differences for pride participants in the resource dilemma (+1 elevation, -3 pride, +1
amusement, +1 control), ¿(169) = .66, p = .51.

Table 4
Overall Means and Standard Deviations in 2-way ANOVA for Emotion and DilemmaType
Dilemma
Type

Emotion Condition
Pride
Amusement

Elevation

Neutral

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

Public
Good

40

52.68

26.84

52

52.52

28.71

49

55.33

29.17

51

47.43

27.24

Resource

44

52.02

27.07

42

44.36

27.54

42

46.38

28.95

45

44.56

30.84

Independent t-tests were conducted to further examine specific hypotheses. First,
elevation was compared to all other conditions to see if it led to more giving and less
taking (more cooperation) across dilemma types (Hypotheses 1 and 3). Elevation (M=
52.33, SD = 26.80) compared to pride (M= 48.87, SD = 28.33), was not significant
¿(176) = .83, p = .14. Elevation compared to amusement (M = 51.20, SD = 29.25) was
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not significant /(173) = .21, p = .79. Elevation compared to neutral (M = 46.08, SD =
28.86) was also not significant ¿(178) = 1.50,/? = .14.
T-tests were also run comparing pride in the public good dilemma, where it was
expected to lead to higher levels of giving (high cooperation) compared to neutral and
amusement (Hypothesis 2). In the public good dilemma, pride (M = 52.51, SD = 28.71)
compared to amusement (M = 55.32, SD = 29.17) was not significant ¿(99) = -.49,/? =
.63. Pride compared to neutral (M = 47.43, SD = 27.24) was also not significant ¿(101) =
.92,/? = .45.
Finally, t-tests were run for pride in the resource dilemma (.M = 44.35, SD =
27.54), examining Hypothesis 4 where it was expected to give to higher amounts of
taking (low cooperation) compared to elevation (M = 52.02, SD = 27.07), amusement (M
= 46.38, SD = 28.95), and neutral (M= 44.56, SD = 30.84). Independent t-tests for
elevation ¿(84) = -1.30,/? = .20, amusement ¿(82) = -.34,/? = .74, and neutral ¿(85) = -.03,
p = .98, were not significant.
Supplementary Analyses
Supplementary analyses were run to explore reasons for non-significant findings.
First, we looked into ordering effects of emotion measures, because asking participants to
rate their emotions before the dilemma might have priming effects by directing attention
to one’s emotional state (Cai, Pan & He, 2014). This would be especially significant for
control participants intended to be in a neutral state, who would be more susceptible to
priming when seeing the positive emotion words in the measure. We also looked at
individual differences of moral identity and the achievement and duty facets of
conscientiousness. These were included as covariates because research indicates that they
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predict cooperation and might amplify the effects of certain emotional states on
behavioral outcomes (Aquino et ah, 2012; Moon, 2001). Effects of positive emotion
states may be made stronger if one identifies as a good person and the degree to which
they diligently work to attain their own goals and be dependable. Finally, we conducted a
content analysis of the emotion prompts using the Linguistic Inquiry Word Count, which
is a validated measure for measuring verbal expression of emotion (Kahn et al., 2007).
Each prompt was assessed for its frequency of positive emotion words and length of
prompt.
Emotion, dilemma-type, and ordering effect ANOVA. A 3-way ANOVA was
run to test if degree of cooperation differed across the conditions of emotion, dilemmatype, and ordering of emotional measures (pre- or post-dilemma). Condition means are
shown in Table 3. Results showed a significant main effect for positive emotions
F(3,365) = 3.83,p = .01. This indicates that cooperation varied across emotion
conditions. There were no significant main effects for any of the other independent
variables.
The three-way interaction approached significance F(3, 365) = 2.09,p = .10, and
appeared to be driven by variation in dilemma type for amusement participants who were
presented emotion measures after the dilemma game. Specifically, the amount of
cooperation for amused participants in the resource dilemma (M= 70.71, SD = 26.84)
appeared much larger than cooperation in the public good dilemma (A/= 48.6, SD =
31.84). However, an independent t-test of the two means showed a non-significant
difference t{ 18) =

=.19. Because no amusement hypotheses were advanced we
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do not explore this pattern further but will suggest future research explore this potentially
interesting effect.
There was a significant interaction between emotion condition and the ordering of
emotion measures (i.e. before or after the dilemma) F(3, 365) = 3.81,/? = .01. It should be
noted that emotion measures were switched in the final wave of data, and that the number
of participants in the post-dilemma emotion assessment is comparatively small (>2=74)
resulting in larger error bars (Figure 2). Because group sizes were unequal and there was
substantial variance across groups, we conducted a Games-Howell post-hoc test, which is
recommended for such instances (Field, 2009). Results revealed significant differences in
cooperation between elevation (M= 59.24, SD = 27.09) and control (M= 32.91, SD =
22.83) for participants who completed the assessment post-dilemma (26.33 ± 7.89,/?<.05,
d—1.05). This indicates elevated participants are more cooperative, especially when not
made aware of their current emotional state. However, such conclusions are tentative
given the small and uneven group sizes.
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Dilemma

Emotion Condition
Dilemma
1 0 0 .0 0 -

Si Public Good
□ Resource Dilemma

Emotion Condition

Figure 2. Pre and Post-Dilemma Measures for Cooperation by Emotion and Dilemma
Type. This figure shows rates of cooperation for emotion and dilemma-type when
measures were taken before the dilemma (top) compared to after the dilemma (bottom).
The larger error bars in the bottom figure reflect greater variability due to small n.
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Table 5
Means and Standard Deviations on 3-way Interaction for Emotion, Dilemma-Type, and
Ordering Effect_____________________________________________
Emotion Condition
Dilemma
__ JlPf__

Elevation

Pride

Amusement

Neutral

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

Public
Good
Before

33

50.67

27.67

46

53.72

27.94

36

57.81

28.20

38

51.58

28.01

A fter

7

62.10

21.77

6

43.33

35.59

13

48.46

31.84

13

35.31

21,39

Resource
Before

34

50.50

26.93

33

47.76

25.79

35

41.51

27.15

37

47.92

31.08

A fter

10

57.20

28.37

9

31.89

31.69

7

70.71

26.84

8

29.00

26.00

Individual differences: morality, achievement, and duty. We also explored the
interactive effects of individual differences and language usage with ANCOVA. Moral
identity, achievement, and duty were each includes as covariates in three separate 2
(dilemma type) x 4 (emotion condition) ANCOVAs. We explored whether these
personality variables interact with positive emotions to enhance their effects on
cooperation.
Results showed a significant main effect for moral identity F (l, 365) = 7.32, p
<.01 and duty F (l, 365) = 6.89,p = .01, though the interactions were not significant
(/?>.05). This shows that both duty and a high moral identity are associated with greater
communal cooperation overall, but it does not interact with the effects of positive
emotional states. There was no significant main effect or interaction for achievement.
Because these significant results were not part of our hypotheses, we will not delve
further in interpretation, but rather, suggest it as a topic for future research.
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Linguistic inquiry word count. Next, we were interested in whether the
frequency of positive affect word usage and length of written narrative would interact
with positive emotions. We ran a 2x4 ANCOVA to see whether positive words (e.g.
“happy”, “love”, “sweet”) would be related to a more intense re-experiencing of an
emotional event, as evidenced by previous research (Holmes et al. 2007). Similarly, the
length of the prompt might account for differences in decision-making for various
reasons (i.e. fatigue from writing a lot, demand characteristics of appeasing the
researcher, more vivid memory).
Contrary to our expectations, results of the positive affect ANCOVA yielded no
significant results. This means that the amount of positive words in one’s prompt did not
have an effect on cooperation, and did not cause differences in cooperation among
emotion conditions. Positive affect terms were moderately correlated with importance (r
- .23), but not recentness (r = .07, n.s.). Including word count as a covariate also did not
yield significant results, and it was not significantly correlated with importance or
recentness of memory. Thus, our expectations that more positive language lead to more
immersion in emotion conditions or the effect of longer writings had no support.
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CHAPTER 6
Discussion
Reiteration of Hypothesis and Findings
The current study explored the possible differential effects of different positive emotions
on decision-making. The purpose of the research was to examine whether positive states
have similar prosocial effects, as previous research assumes, or if they have different
behavioral outcomes that are predicted by their emotional goals, as do negative emotions
(Lemer et ah, 2004; Polman & Kim, 2013). Specifically, we hypothesized the positive
states of elevation and pride would have different effects on cooperation in social
dilemmas that were congruent with their emotional goals, and that these were
distinguishable from a general positive mood state (amusement) and a neutral condition.
The research findings indicate that manipulations successfully elicited target
positive emotions across two studies and the targeted emotions were significantly
different from other positive emotional states. General results from the social dilemmas
did not reveal significant differences in cooperation among the emotion conditions for
giving or taking behavior. However, supplementary analyses into possibly confounding
factors suggest the effects of positive emotions may be more pronounced when measured
after the decision making task. Significant differences were found between elevation and
control when emotion measures were taken after the dilemma, which is in line with
previous research on elevation (Freeman et al., 2009; Schall et al. 2010; Strohminger et
al., 2010). Perhaps placing measures directly after the manipulation reduces emotion
differences caused by priming, or by calling attention to the emotional state. Our sample
sizes for measures collected after the dilemma were small, though this finding seems
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promising. Future research might anticipate finding stronger effects if measures are
collected after a decision making task.
Implications
Those interested in positive psychology might consider different positive
emotions may not have very distinguishable effects on behavior. This could be especially
true for those who spend a lot of time communicating online, like work teams in which
face-to-face contact is limited, as it was in our study. It would be interesting to find
whether laughing amongst coworkers would have similar effects to feeling proud about
good feedback from a superior. Our research suggests that people would be able to
clearly identify and differentiate between these emotions, but they might not yield strong
differences in behavior, or at least these differences might be much more subtle or similar
to each other than negative emotions.
The significant difference between elevation and control is congruent with recent
research that has found elevated individuals to be more charitable and helpful in
unrelated contexts (Freeman et al., 2009; Schall et al. 2010; Strohminger et al., 2010).
This suggests that elevation might be good for differentiating between positive emotions
by enabling more prosocial behavior, or by creating a stronger difference from a neutral
condition.
This study also contributes to information about using autobiographical recall for
positive emotions. Previous studies have used similar methods and found differentiation
between positive emotions in terms of things like judgment and symptomology (Algoe &
Haidt, 2009; Griskevikus et al., 2010). The current study found that individuals felt the
target emotion, but did not find differences in behavior. Perhaps positive emotions are
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harder to separate out with autobiographical recall, and more involved manipulations
could be used, such as videos or stories, to better induce emotional reactions.
Autobiographical methods have been successful for inducing negative emotions (Lemer
et al., 2004; Pulman & Kim, 2013), though we had trouble finding differences among
positive emotions. This might lend support to the functionalist perspective of positive
emotions, which states that positive emotions are harder to distinguish (Fredrickson,
2013).
In the current study, amusement was used as a control condition for which to
compare against elevation and pride. However, the pattern of results in amusement
participants was difficult to explain. In future studies, amusement might be explored as a
basic emotion with distinct behavioral effects as opposed to a comparison condition.
Our research contributes to literature by comparing both public good and resource
dilemmas together and looking at effects of giving and taking within the same context.
While social dilemmas are a good research tool for assessing decision making, they are
rarely studied simultaneously (Polman & Kim, 2013). It also provides support for norms
of fairness that drive decisions in social dilemmas, since participants seemed to give or
take about half of what they were allotted (Van Dijk & Wilke, 1995). Social dilemma
research might benefit from this study by seeing which contexts lead emotions to have
stronger influences on giving or taking behaviors in a group.
Limitations
There are a number of explanations that could account for this lack of effect. One
is that the range of our instrument was too wide so as not to detect true differences. For
the dilemma, participants could give or take 100 pennies from the common pool, and in
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each condition, the average response hovered around 50, or half the amount they were
allotted. Perhaps if the response range was narrower, such as a dilemma that requires total
cooperation or defection, we could have detected more differences. Participants may have
used an availability heuristic - because giving or taking half of what they were allotted
required less effort than accessing their feelings or having to calculate (Adler, 2005). In
order to combat this problem, future dilemmas might design dilemmas that have more
complex responses where using this heuristic may not be as feasible.
When we examined the ordering effect of presenting emotion measures after the
dilemma game as opposed to before, the results appeared to be significant. Specifically,
there was a significant difference between elevation and control in post-dilemma
assessment. Perhaps asking control participants to rate their emotions right away could
have primed a more positive state, which would account for more similar and cooperative
answers across conditions when we had participants rate their emotions before engaging
in the dilemma game (Schwarz & Clore, 1983). This would indicate that measuring
emotions before engaging in the task lessens the emotional influence. However, because
the sample sizes were small and uneven for the post-dilemma assessments, we take
caution in generalizing these findings.
Future Research
Results of the current study did not support hypotheses or previous positive
emotion research. While it is possible that the relationship between positive emotions and
decision-making is not as straightforward, concluding that positive emotions do not have
a strong influence on decision making based on our research would call into question the
years of research and foundation that have found significant effects. Instead, we suggest
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that future studies delay in asking participants to rate their current emotional state, as our
findings indicate this may have lessened the differences between emotions.
Furthermore, it is possible that the decision-making task in this study did not
create a situation in which different positive emotions would yield different results. Other
decision-making tasks might reveal more distinctions. For example, previous research has
detected predictable differences between positive emotions in reading persuasive
messages, and for public displays in pride (Griskevicius, Shiota, & Neufeld, 2010;
Griskevicius, Shiota & Nowlis, 2010). Future studies on positive emotions might use
tasks that are more similar to the emotional profile, where distinctions might be more
likely to occur.
To our knowledge, this is the first study that examined the effects of elevation,
pride, and amusement together and compared their effects. Furthermore, these emotions
are not related under a unifying framework. For example, elevation is identified as a
moral emotion (Haidt, 2003) though it does not find its way into functionalist or
cognitive appraisal theories. Future areas of study might include integrating elevation and
pride and making more specific predictions about behavioral differences based on each
emotion’s profile (i.e. desire to be prosocial, desire to gain status), or incorporating other
positive emotions identified by Haidt, such as admiration or gratitude. The current study
measures immediate effects of positive emotions on decision-making, though research
indicates that there are beneficial long-term effects as well (Fredrickson, 2001). Thus it
would serve well to measure whether the long-term benefits of each emotion differs.
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Conclusions
This study marks the first to compare amusement, pride, and elevation in a social
dilemma. Though our hypotheses were not confirmed, emotion measures revealed the
manipulations were successful. This suggests that something prevented the transfer of
emotions on decision-making in this particular instance, whether it be due to priming
emotions from ordering effects, the nature of the dilemma, or the distance of completing
tasks online from a remote location. It is possible that differences among positive
emotions may be harder to detect. Future research should consider this and find various
ways to measure these effects.
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Appendix A
Informed Consent - PILOT
Imagination and Personality
Dear Participant,
You are invited to participate in a study on how imagination and personality. The purpose is to
explore differences in personality and imaginative capacity.
If you decide to participate, you will be asked to relive a past experience in as much detail as
possible, including what happened and how you felt. Then we will ask you to provide a detailed
paragraph describing the memory. Following this, you will answer a series of questions about the
memory and yourself. No demographics or unique identifying information will be collected. This
process will take about 20 minutes.
There will be minimal consequences in this study (e.g., minor fatigue). Data will be collected and
stored using Qualtrics, an online survey provider. Qualtrics uses Transport Layer Security (TLS)
encryption for all transmitted data. They also protect surveys with passwords and HTTP referrer
checking and their data is hosted by third party data centers that are SSAE-16 SOC II certified.
All data at rest are encrypted, and data on deprecated hard drives are destroyed by U.S. DOD
methods and delivered to a third-party data destruction service. Qualtrics maximizes the safety of
the data. Further, no personal information will be collected that can be tracked back to you,
assuring confidentiality of responses.
If you decide to participate, you are free to stop at any time. You may skip questions you do not
want to answer. So long as you answer the questions in good faith, you will receive the $2
compensation plus a possible $1 bonus as advertised. You are free to drop out of the study at any
time, but we will not be able to trace your answers and award you the $2 compensation plus any
bonus earnings if you choose to do so.
Please feel free to ask questions regarding this study. You may contact me if you have additional
questions at 201-674-8742 or oneillc8@montclair.edu. You may also contact my faculty sponsor
at simonetd@montclair.edu.
Any questions about your rights may be directed to Dr. Katrina Bulkley, Chair of the Institutional
Review Board at Montclair State University at reviewboard@mai 1.montdair.edu or 973-6555189.
Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
Caitlin O ’Neill
Montclair State University
Industrial/Organ izational Psychology
By clicking the link below, I confirm that I have read this form and will participate in the project
described. Its general purposes, the particulars of involvement, and possible risks and
inconveniences have been explained to my satisfaction. I understand that I can discontinue
participation at any time. My consent also indicates that I am 18 years of age.
[Please feel free to print a copy of this consent.]
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I agree to participate (link to survey)
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I decline (link to close webpage)

Appendix B
Emotion Prompts - PILOT
These prompts were adapted from studies by Aquino, 2011 and Algoe & Haidt, 2009 that also
used prompts to elicit emotions.
Control
Please think of the last time you did an every day routine activity. Try to imagine the place, the
circumstances, and the person or persons involved in the event.
When you have recalled this recent event, please take a minute to recall that event so vividly that
you relive the experience. Then, please write about this event, including when and where it
occurred, who was involved, what happened, and your feelings during the event. Please write
about the event for at least 5 minutes and provide as much detail as you can.
Elevation
Please think of the last time you saw someone demonstrating humanity’s higher or better nature,
such as an extraordinary act of kindness or compassion. Please pick a situation in which you were
not the beneficiary, that is, you saw someone doing something good, honorable, or charitable for
someone else. Think of a situation that resulted in little or no negative feeling, or at least in which
the positive feelings were much stronger than the negative. Please focus on a specific incident,
rather than a general period of time.
When you have identified this recent event, please take a minute to recall that event so vividly
that you relive the experience. Then, please write about this event, including when and where it
occurred, who was involved, what happened, and your feelings during the event. Please write
about the event for at least 5 minutes and provide as much detail as you can.
Pride
Please think of the last time you accomplished something that you worked very hard on and
resulted in recognition and praise. Please pick a situation in which you achieved something
difficult and personally important, such as mastering a task, receiving a promotion, or attaining a
personal goal. Think of a situation that resulted in little or no negative feeling, or at least in
which the positive feelings were much stronger than the negative. Please focus on a specific
incident, rather than a general period of time.
When you have identified this recent event, please take a minute to recall that event so vividly
that you relive the experience. Then, please write about this event, including when and where it
occurred, who was involved, what happened, and your feelings during the event. Please write
about the event for at least 5 minutes and provide as much detail as you can.
Amusement
Please think of the last time something happened that caused you to laugh. This may include a
joke or an ironic situation, such as a funny thing you saw, read, or a comedic moment with
friends. Think of a situation that resulted in little or no negative feeling, or at least in which the
positive feelings were much stronger than the negative. Please focus on a specific incident, rather
than a general period of time.
When you have recalled this recent event, please take a minute to recall that event so vividly that
you relive the experience. Then, please write about this event, including when and where it
occurred, who was involved, what happened, and your feelings during the event. Please write
about the event for at least 5 minutes and provide as much detail as you can.
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Appendix C
Questions about Memory - PILOT
The following questions ask you to describe the nature and experience o f your recalled memory.
How intense was this m emory?
N ot at all

A little intense

•

M oderately
intense

•

•

Quite intense
•

Extrem ely
intense
•

H ow im portant was this mem ory?
N ot at all

A little
im portant

M oderately
important

•

•

Quite im portant
•

Extrem ely
im portant
•

•
Click “m oderately im portant”
N ot at all

A little intense

•

M oderately
im portant

•

•

Quite intense
•

Extrem ely
intense
•

How confident are you in the details o f this m em ory?
N ot at all

A little confident

•

M oderately
confident

•

•

Quite confident
•

Extrem ely
confident
•

H ow recent is this m em ory?
Less than 1
week

2 weeks to 3
m onths ago

4 to 8 m onths
ago

•

•

•
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9 to 12 m onths
ago
•

M ore than 12
m onths ago
•

Appendix D
Emotion Dependent Variable Items - PILOT
The scale consists o f a num ber o f words that describe feelings and em otions. Based upon your
im agination recall, please read each o f the words below and indicate how strongly those words
describe how you feel RIGHT NOW .

Not at all

A little

Moderately

Quite a bit

Extremely

Happy

•

•

•

•

•

Angry

•

•

•

•

•

Uplifted

•

•

•

•

•

Bored

•

•

•

•

•

Confident

•

•

•

•

•

Sad

•

•

•

•

•

Amused

•

•

•

•

•

Inspired

•

•

•

•

•

Productive

•

•

•

•

•

Compassion

•

•

•

•

•

Proud

•

•

•

•

•

Silly

•

•

•

•

•

Elevated

•

•

•

•

•

Accomplished

•

•

•

•

•

Moved

•

•

•

•

•

Like
Laughing

•

•

•

•

•

Entertained

•

•

•

•

•

Joyful

•

•

•

•

•

Anxious

•

•

•

•

•

Successful

•

•

•

•

•
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Appendix E
Imagination Items - PILOT

Very
inaccurate

Moderately
inaccurate

Have a vivid
imagination

•

•

Neither
accurate
nor
inaccurate
•

Prefer variety to
routine

•

•

Believe in the
importance of art
Enjoy flights of fancy

•

Moderately Very
accurate accurate
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Need a creative outlet

•

•

•

•

•

Do not like art

•

•

•

•

•

Do not enjoy going to
art museums
Do not like poetry

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Seldom get lost in
thought

•

•

•

•

•

Seldom daydream

•

•

•

•

•

Spend time reflecting
on things
Live in a world of my
own

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Don’t like to ponder
over things
Do things at my own
pace

55

Appendix F
Manipulation Checks - PILOT
Have you completed any narrative recalls or similar tasks on MTurk in the past month?
•

Yes

No

What was the primary purpose of this study?
Ability
•

Compassion
•

Judgment
•

Imagination
•

Memory
•

Which of the following narratives did you just write about?
Humanities
higher nature
•

Specific
accomplishment
•

Amusing
Experience
•
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Routine activity
•

None of the
above
•

Appendix G
Debrief-PILO T

¡V U

nJ /7

iVi U INI I U LA I K J I A I b

U N IV E R S IT Y

College of Humanities and Social Sciences
Department of Industrial Psychology
Voice: 973-655-____

ONLINE DEBRIEFING CONSENT FORM
Thank you for participating in this study. Please read below for real study purpose.

Study’s Title: Differential Effects o f Distinct Positive Em otions
W hen you consented to participate in our study, we described its purpose as relating to
differences in im agination and personality.
(You can contact the researcher for a copy o f the consent form if you have any questions).
We did not fully disclose our purpose when we told you this, as an essential part o f som ething
else. The actual purpose o f this study was to elicit positive em otions (pride, elevation, or
am usem ent) through the w riting task. We wanted to see if w riting about these experiences caused
you to feel these em otions. This inform ation was om itted at the beginning o f the study for fear
that it would influence your responses.
This om ission was necessary because if participants knew we were trying to elicit these specific
em otions, they m ight becom e aware o f their mood and either ignore its effects, or behave in ways
they thought were supposed to go along with that mood. In order for the positive em otions to
have their full effect, we needed to draw attention away from them.

Original Conditions and Data Usage (Risks, Benefits, Participation):
All o f the risks and benefits as originally described are still present and the inform ation collected
will still inform the decision-m aking field. There are no additional risks or benefits. As originally
prom ised, the study will remain anonym ous and no personal inform ation will be retained.
This debriefing consent form gives you the opportunity to rem ove your data from the study, now
that you know the real reason why the study is being conducted. If you choose to now have your
answers used in our research, you will still receive com pensation earned for your work. If you
choose to elim inate your data, your response will be purged from the research except for this
d ebrief form.

Do you have any questions about this study, or about the deception involved? Phone or
email the
Principal investigator, C aitlin O ’Neill, at 201-674-8742 or oneillc8@montclair.edu and the
Faculty Sponsor, Daniel Simonet, at simonetd@montclair.edu. If you have questions about your
rights as a research participant, please contact the IRB Chair, Dr. K atrina Bulkley, at 973-6555189 or reviewboard@mail.montclair.edu.
N ow that you know the true purpose o f the study, indicate your willingness to have your data
included in the study:
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Yes, I want to include my data for this study
this study
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No, I do not want to include my data for

Appendix H
Informed Consent - EXPERIMENT
Imagination and Collective Decision-Making

Dear Participant,
You are invited to participate in a study on imagination and collective decision-making. The
purpose is to explore how differences in imaginative capacity relate to group decisions.
If you decide to participate, you will be asked to relive a past experience in as much detail as
possible, including what happened and how you felt. Then we will ask you to provide a detailed
paragraph describing the memory. Following this, you will engage in an economic decision
making game with three random participants. At the end, you will be asked about your earlier
memory, understanding of the game, personality, and demographics. No unique identifying
information will be collected. This process will take about 20 minutes.
There will be minimal consequences in this study (e.g., minor fatigue). Data will be collected and
stored using Qualtrics, an online survey provider. Qualtrics uses Transport Layer Security (TLS)
encryption for all transmitted data. They also protect surveys with passwords and HTTP referrer
checking and their data is hosted by third party data centers that are SSAE-16 SOC II certified.
All data at rest are encrypted, and data on deprecated hard drives are destroyed by U.S. DOD
methods and delivered to a third-party data destruction service. Qualtrics maximizes the safety of
the data. Further, no personal information will be collected that can be tracked back to you,
assuring confidentiality of responses.
If you decide to participate, you are free to stop at any time. You may skip questions you do not
want to answer. So long as you answer the questions in good faith, you will receive the $2
compensation plus a possible $1 bonus as advertised. You are free to drop out of the study at any
time, but we will not be able to trace your answers and award you the $2 compensation plus any
bonus earnings if you choose to do so.
Please feel free to ask questions regarding this study. You may contact me if you have additional
questions at 201-674-8742 or oneillc8@ m ontclair.edu. You may also contact my faculty sponsor
at simonetd@montclair.edu.
Any questions about your rights may be directed to Dr. Katrina Bulkley, Chair of the Institutional
Review Board at Montclair State University at review board@ m a i1.m ontelair.edu or 973-6555189.
Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
Caitlin O ’Neill
Montclair State University
Industrial/Organ izational Psychology
By clicking the link below, I confirm that I have read this form and will participate in the project
described. Its general purposes, the particulars of involvement, and possible risks and
inconveniences have been explained to my satisfaction. I understand that I can discontinue
participation at any time. My consent also indicates that I am 18 years of age.
I agree to participate (link to survey)

I decline (link to close webpage)
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Appendix I
Emotion Prompts -EXPERIMENT
Neutral

Please think of the last time you did an every day routine activity. Try to imagine the place, the
circumstances, and the person or persons involved in the event.
When you have recalled this recent event, please take a minute to recall that event so vividly that
you relive the experience. Then, please write about this event, including when and where it
occurred, who was involved, what happened, and your feelings during the event. Please write
about the event for at least 5 minutes and provide as much detail as you can.
Elevation

Please think of the last time you saw someone demonstrating humanity’s higher or better nature,
such as an extraordinary act of kindness or compassion. Please pick a situation in which you were
not the beneficiary, that is, you saw someone doing something good, honorable, or charitable for
someone else. Think of a situation that resulted in little or no negative feeling, or at least in which
the positive feelings were much stronger than the negative. Please focus on a specific incident,
rather than a general period of time.
When you have identified this recent event, please take a minute to recall that event so vividly
that you relive the experience. Then, please write about this event, including when and where it
occurred, who was involved, what happened, and your feelings during the event. Please write
about the event for at least 5 minutes and provide as much detail as you can.
Pride

Please think of the last time you accomplished something that you worked very hard on and
resulted in recognition and praise. Please pick a situation in which you achieved something
difficult and personally important, such as mastering a task, receiving a promotion, or attaining a
personal goal . Think of a situation that resulted in little or no negative feeling, or at least in
which the positive feelings were much stronger than the negative. Please focus on a specific
incident, rather than a general period of time.
When you have identified this recent event, please take a minute to recall that event so vividly
that you relive the experience. Then, please write about this event, including when and where it
occurred, who was involved, what happened, and your feelings during the event. Please write
about the event for at least 5 minutes and provide as much detail as you can.
Amusement

Please think of the last time something happened that caused you to laugh. This may include a
joke or an ironic situation, such as a funny thing you saw, read, or a comedic moment with
friends. Think of a situation that resulted in little or no negative feeling, or at least in which the
positive feelings were much stronger than the negative. Please focus on a specific incident, rather
than a general period of time.
When you have recalled this recent event, please take a minute to recall that event so vividly that
you relive the experience. Then, please write about this event, including when and where it
occurred, who was involved, what happened, and your feelings during the event. Please write
about the event for at least 5 minutes and provide as much detail as you can.
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Appendix J
Questions about Memory -EXPERIMENT

The following questions ask you to describe the nature and experience of your recalled memory.
How intense was this memory?
Not at all

A little intense

•

Moderately
intense

•

•

Quite intense
•

Extremely
intense
•

How important was this memory?
Not at all

A little
important

Moderately
important

•

•

Quite important
•

Extremely
important
•

•
Click “moderately important”
Not at all

A little intense

•

Moderately
important

•

•

Quite intense
•

Extremely
intense
•

How confident are you in the details of this memory?
Not at all
•

A little confident Moderately
confident
•
•

Quite confident
•

Extremely
confident
•

How recent is this memory?
Less than 1
week

2 weeks to 3
months ago

4 to 8 months
ago

•

•

•

9 to 12 months
ago
•

More than
12 months
ago
•
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Appendix K
Transition and Syching with other participants
Collective Decision-Making Task

In the next section you will complete a collective decision making game where you have a chance
to win a bonus. Your payout depends on your decision as well as the cooperation of others. When
you press the button below, you will be grouped with three (3) random workers and given
instructions. You will not interact with them or learn their choices until the end.
Participants will then be brought to a page that looks like what is shown below. The gif moves,
indicating a wait to be randomly assigned to a group. They will be on the page for 15 seconds
before automatically being moved to the next page.
Please wait while we synch you with other participants...
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Appendix L
Directions for Public Good Dilemma - EXPERIMENT
Game Description

For this game, you have been randomly placed with three (3) other participants who are
contributing to a pool of shared resources.
RULES:
1. Each person possesses 100 pennies (real money), and he or she can give any amount between 0
and 100 pennies to the fund.
2. If the total amount contributed by all members is more than 160 pennies, then a bonus of 400
pennies will be distributed evenly among group members ($1.00 per person) regardless of what
they donate. This bonus will be added to your account plus whatever you did not contribute to the
fund.
3. If the total amount contributed by all members is less than 160 pennies, then no bonus is
awarded, and you only keep what you do not donate.
Below are several examples.
Example 1: Players all start out with 100 pennies
Player

Player 1
Player 2
Player 3
Player 4
TOTAL

Amount
Contributed
20
30
40
50
140

Bonus

Amount Kept

Total Winnings

0
0
0
0
No Bonus

80
70
60
50

$0.80
$0.70
$0.60
$0.50

Example 2: Players all start out with 100 pennies
Player

Amount
Contributed

Bonus

Amount Kept

Total Winnings

Player 1
Player 2
Player 3
Player 4

75
75
75
75

100
100
100
100

25
25
25
25

$1.25
$1.25
$1.25
$1.25

TOTAL

300

Bonus 400/4
$1 per person

Example 3: ^layers all start out with 100 pennies
Player

Amount
Contributed

Bonus

Amount Kept

Total Winnings

Player 1
Player 2
Player 3
Player 4

59
10
73
15

0
0
0
0

41
90
27
85

$0.41 "
$0.90
$0.27
$0.85

TOTAL
157
No Bonus
Please indicate the number of pennies you would like to contribute
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Appendix M
Directions for Resource Dilemma - EXPERIMENT
Game Description

For this game, you have been be randomly placed with three (3) other participants who are taking
from a pool of shared resources.
RULES:
1. There are 400 pennies (real money) available in the shared resource, and each person can take
any amount between 0 and 100 pennies from the fund.
2. If the total amount taken by all members is less than 240 pennies, then a bonus of 400 pennies
will be evenly distributed among group members ($1.00 per person) regardless of what they take.
This bonus will be added to your account plus whatever you claim from the fund.
3. If the total amount taken by all members is more than 240 pennies, then no bonus is awarded
and you keep only what you take.
Below are several examples.
Example 1: Fund begins with 400 pennies
Player

Amount Taken

Bonus

Total Winnings

Player 1
Player 2
Player 3
Player 4

80
70
60
50

0
0
0
0

$0.80
$0.70
$0.60
$0.50

TOTAL

260

No Bonus

Example 2: Fund begins with 400 pennies
Player

Amount Taken

Bonus

Total
Winnings

Player 1
Player 2
Player 3
Player 4

25
25
25
25

100
100
100
100

$1.25
$1.25
$1.25
$1.25

TOTAL

100

Bonus 400/4
$1 per person

example 3: Fund begins with 400 pennies
Player

Amount Taken

Bonus

Total
Winnings

Player 1
Player 2
Player 3
Player 4

41
90
27
85

0
0
0
0

$0.41
$0.90
$0.27
$0.85

TOTAL 243
No Bonus
Mease indicate the num ber o f pennies you would like to take
Appendix N
Achievement and Duty Scales - EXPERIMENT
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Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Tries to follow the rules

•

•

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
•

Keeps my promises

•

•

Pays my bills on time

•

Tells the truth

Agree

Strongly
Agree

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Listens to my conscience

•

•

•

•

•

Breaks rules

•

•

•

•

•

Breaks my promises

•

•

•

•

•

Does the opposite of
what is asked

•

•

•

•

•

Misrepresents the facts

•

•

•

•

•

Goes straight for the goal

•

•

•

•

•

Works hard

•

•

•

•

•

Turns plans into actions

•

•

•

•

•

Plunges into task with all
my heart

•

•

•

•

•

Does more than what is
expected of me
Sets high standards for
myself and others
Demands quality

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Is not highly motivated
to succeed

•

•

•

•

•

Does just enough work to
get by

•

•

•

•

•

Puts little time and effort
into my work

•

•

•

•

•
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Appendix O
Demographie Questions - EXPERIMENT
What is your gender?
•

Male

•

Female

Which age range do you fall within?

19-29
•

30-39
•

40-49
•

50+
•

What is your racial background?
White
•

AfricanAmerican
•

AsianAmerican
•
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LatinAmerican
•

Native
American
•

Other
•

Appendix P
Manipulation Checks - EXPERIMENT

Which of the following narratives did you write about in the imagination recall?

Humanities
higher nature
•

Specific
accomplishment
•

Amusing
Experience
•

Routine
activity
•

None of the
above
•

How many people including yourself were in your decision-making group?

What was the minimum number of pennies your group had to donate to receive a bonus?

This question is only presented to participants in the public good dilemma
160
•

240
•

320
•

400
•

480
•

What was the maximum number of pennies your group could take and still receive a
bonus?

This question is only presented to participants in the resource dilemma
160
•

240
•

320
•

400
•

480
•

What was the size of the bonus you would receive if your group hit its targeted goal?
25
•

50
•

100
•

200
•

400
•

Have you completed any narrative recalls or economic games on MTurk in the past month?
•

Yes

•

No

What do you believe was the primary purpose of this study?
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Appendix Q
Moral Identity Scale - EXPERIMENT

The final question of the survey asks about your identity. Listed below are some characteristics
that may describe a person:
Caring
Helpful

Compassionate
Hardworking

Fair
Kind

Friendly
Honest

Generous

The person with these characteristics could be you or it could be someone else. For a
moment, visualize in your mind the kind of person who has these characteristics. Imagine how
that person would think, feel, and act. When you have a clear image of what this person would be
like, answer the following questions on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Strongly
disagree

Disagree

N either
agree or
disagree

Agree

Strongly
agree

It would m ake me feel
good to be a person
who has these
characteristics

•

•

•

•

•

B eing som eone who
has these
characteristics is an
im portant part o f who
I am

•

•

•

•

•

H aving these
characteristics is not
really im portant to me

•

•

•

•

•

I strongly desire to
have these
characteristics

•

•

•

•

•
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Appendix R
Debrief - EXPERIMENT
College o f Humanities and Social Sciences

(via MONTCLAI R STATE

• i j x f ----------------------------------------------

NT

U N IV E R S IT Y

Department of Industrial Psychology
voice! 973-655Fax: 973-655-___

ONLINE DEBRIEFING CONSENT FORM

Thank you for participating in this study. Please read below for real study purpose.
Study’s Title; Differential Effects of Distinct Positive Emotions on Give-Some and Take-Some

Dilemmas
When you consented to participate in our study, we described its purpose as imagination and
decision-making.
(You can contact the researcher for a copy of the consent form if you have any questions).
We did not fully disclose our purpose when we told you this, as an essential part of something
else. The
actual purpose of this study was to elicit positive emotions (pride, elevation, or amusement)
through the writing task, and see if these emotions caused you to give or take more resources in
the social dilemma game. You were not linked with other participants in the game. This
information was omitted at the beginning of the study for fear that it would influence your
responses.
This omission was necessary because if participants knew we were looking at how emotions
influence decision making, they might become aware of their mood and either ignore its effects,
or behave in ways they thought were supposed to go along with that mood. In order for the
positive emotions to have their full effect, we needed to draw attention away from them.
Original Conditions and Data Usage (Risks. Benefits, Participation):

All of the risks and benefits as originally described are still present and the information collected
will still inform the decision-making field. There are no additional risks or benefits. As originally
promised, the study will remain anonymous and no personal information will be retained.
This debriefing consent form gives you the opportunity to remove your data from the study, now
that you know the real reason why the study is being conducted. If you choose to now have your
answers used in our research, you will still receive compensation earned for your work. If you
choose to eliminate your data, your response will be purged from the research except for this
debrief form.
Do you have any questions about this study, or about the deception involved? Phone or
email the principal investigator, Caitlin O’Neill, at 201-674-8742 or oneilic8@montclair.edu and
the Faculty Sponsor, Daniel Simonet, at simonetd@montclair.edu. If you have questions about

your rights as a research participant, please contact the IRB Chair, Dr. Katrina Bulkley, at 973655-5189 or reviewboard.@mai 1.monto 1air.edu.
Now that you know the true purpose of the study, indicate your willingness to have your data
included in the study:
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Yes, I want to include my data for this study.
this study.
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No, I do not want to include my data for

